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freight and the insurance, the place of shipment is the place of delivery. See 
Klipstein & Co. v. Dilsisian (C. C. A. 1921) 273 Fed. 473, 475. In the instant 
case there was a market for thorium at the place of shipment. Therefore, the 
measure of damages should be the market value at that place plus freight and 
insurance to the destination. Uniformity and consistency with the general rule 
of damages as stated at the outset would thus be secured without injustice to 
the buyer. 

Statutes — Wrongful Death — Recovery Under Federal Statute No Bar to 
Recovery Under State Statute. — A personal representative sued one joint tort- 
feasor for the wrongful death of his intestate under the Federal Employers' Lia- 
bility Act, (1908) 35 Stat. 65, 66, (1909) 36 Stat. 291, U. S. Comp. Stat. (1916) 
§§8657-8665, and recovered for the benefit of the widow and children. The same 
representative now sues the other under Neb. Rev. Stat. (1913) §§1428-1429 for 
the benefit of the next of kin — the mother. Held, the defendant is liable. Moore 
v. Omaha Warehouse Co. (Neb. 1921) 182 N. W. 597. 

Where one set of physical facts gives rise to torts against several people, 
recovery by one of them is no bar to recovery by another. Denver Consol. 
Tram. Co. v. Riley (1889) 14 Colo. App. 132, 59 Pac. 476. In statutes like that 
in the instant case, "damages" means the pecuniary loss caused the beneficiary. 
Anderson v. Chicago B. & Q. R. R. (1892) 35 Neb. 95, 52 N. W. 840. Failure 
to allege damage to the beneficiary will defeat recovery. Gulf, Col. etc. Ry. v. 
McGinnis (1913) 228 U. S. 173, 33 Sup. Ct. 426. The recovery is the property 
of the beneficiary. Taylor v. Taylor (1914) 232 U. S. 363, 34 Sup. Ct. 350. 
The administrator recovers only as trustee of the cause of action. See Kansas 
City South. Ry. v. Leslie Adm'r of Old (1915) 238 U. S. 599, 604, 35 Sup. Ct. 
844. The tort-feasor has committed a wrong not only against the decedent, but 
also against those named in the statute as beneficiaries. In the instant case, the 
federal law declared a wrong to have been committed against the widow and 
children, while the state statute declared one to have been committed against 
the mother. Different causes of action, therefore, arose in favor of different 
parties out of the same group of physical facts. Recovery by one under the 
federal law, therefore, could not bar a recovery by the other under the state 
law, even against the same tort-feasor; a fortiori, it could not bar a recovery 
against a joint tort-feasor. The rights of the mother could not have been ad- 
judicated in the federal court, nor could the rights of the widow and children 
have been adjudicated in the state court. The instant case harmonizes with the 
general construction of "beneficiary" statutes although it is directly coniVa to 
St. Louis etc. v. Scale (1913) 229 U. S. 156, 33 Sup. Ct. 651. 

Transfer Tax — Non-Resident Decedent — Stock Pledged in New York. — 
The decedent, a resident of New Jersey, left an estate including stock pledged 
in New York. Held, pledged stock subject to transfer tax. Matter of Hallen- 
beck (1921) 231 N. Y. 409. 

In New York, a tax is imposed upon the transfer of the property of non- 
resident decedents of which the decedent died possessed in the state. 
N. Y. Cons. Laws (1909) c. 60, § 220(2), as amended by laws of 1916, 
c. 323, § 220; Matter of P enfold (1915) 216 N..Y. 163, 110 N. E. 497. The 
question was presented, therefore, in the instant case whether, at the time of 
death, the decedent passed property in the pledged stock or only a power to 
redeem, having its situs at the domicile of the decedent. In ordinary pledges it 
is well settled that the pledgor retains the ownership of the pledge. McLeod v. 
Bank of St. Louis (1887) 122 U. S. 528, 7 Sup. Ct. 1212. The pledgee merely 
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holds the property as security and the legal title is vested in the pledgor. See 
Fitzgerald v. Blocker (1878) 32 Ark. 742, 747. Thus the pledgor may transfer 
the pledge subject only to the pledgee's Ken. IVhitaker v. Sumner (1838) 37 
Mass. 399. Even when the legal title to stock is transferred to the pledgee, 
the pledgor retains the general prouertv: the pledgee having a special property 
to the extent of his advance. Savings Bank v. Capital Savings Bank (1904) 
77 Vt. 123, 59 Atl. 197. Upon facts similar to those in the instant case the 
Surrogate's Court reached an opposite conclusion in holding that the pledgor 
has only a power of redemption having its situs at the domicile of the decedent. 
In re Ames Estate (1913) 141 N. Y. Supp. 793. The court in the instant case 
reaches a sounder result and one in accord with the established common law 
rule that a pledge conveys only a special property to the pledgee. See Coggs v. 
Bernard (1702) 2 Ld. Raym. 909, 916. 



